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Decisions made in juvenile dependency court¹ have far-reaching 
effects on the lives of children and families, but empirical infor-
mation on the experience of children and families in the court is 

limited. Agencies other than the court—including education, mental health, 
probation, social services, and correctional agencies—collect data on children 
in the child welfare and juvenile dependency systems, but their data collec-
tion efforts are focused on their own reporting requirements and research 
needs. For its part, the juvenile court has generally focused its studies on 
court operations. As a result, the court lacks sufficient information on the 
effect of its own practices and decisions on the safety, permanency, and well-
being of the children under its jurisdiction. This lack of information severely 
hampers the court’s ability to manage its caseload, assess the effectiveness of 
services, advocate for resources, or provide information to the public.²

A national consensus on the need for information collection and perfor-
mance measurement in juvenile dependency court is developing. Recent reports 
from the Pew Commission on Children in Foster Care³ and from a consortium 
of the National Center for State Courts, the American Bar Association (ABA), 
and the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges⁴ recommend 
detailed performance measures based on systematic data collection for depen-
dency court. Research staff and others from the Administrative Office of the 
Courts (AOC), Center for Families, Children & the Courts (CFCC) prepared 
this article to assist those involved in defining performance measures and infor-
mation collection standards for California’s juvenile dependency court system. 
The article reviews the current efforts to define data standards for dependency 
court, examines the current sources of information available on children in the 
dependency system, and identifies the key research and performance issues in 
California that an information system for juvenile dependency must address.⁵

I N F O R M AT I O N  N E E D S  I N  C A L I F O R N I A’ S  
J U V E N I L E  D E P E N D E N C Y  C O U R T  

There are no national guidelines on collecting data and calculating performance 
measures for the juvenile dependency court. While the data collection system 
for child welfare agencies is federally mandated and funded, individual juvenile 
dependency courts have developed data collection systems and outcome mea-
sures on the state or local level. The result is wide disparity in the capabilities of 
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those systems and definitions of data elements. Recent AOC research projects⁶ 
indicate that the data collection systems used by many dependency courts

■ do not measure the number of children under juvenile court jurisdiction; 

■ do not measure whether hearings take place within the mandated time frames;

■ do not track the placements of children under the court’s jurisdiction;

■ do not provide data on whether court-based interventions, such as allocating 
more time to hearings, dependency mediation, or dependency drug court, 
have an impact on placement outcomes;

■ do not provide data on measures related to the need for resources in the 
juvenile court, including how many children in the state transfer from the 
dependency system to the delinquency system, how many children under 
juvenile court jurisdiction have parents who are involved in other family 
or juvenile court cases or who are incarcerated, and how many children 
and parents require services in a language other than English; and

■ do not use standardized measures for data collection, making it impossible 
to compare data among courts.

PE R F O R M A N C E  M E A S U R E S  F O R  J U V E N I L E  
DE PE N DE NC Y C OU RTS :  A  DE V E L OPI NG C ONSE NSUS

In 1990 the National Center for State Courts published its Trial Court Perfor-
mance Standards, which give guidelines on 5 general and 68 specific perform-
ance measures for the courts.⁷ Few of these measures are specific to juvenile 
court. In 1995 the Resource Guidelines: Improving Court Practice in Child 
Abuse and Neglect Cases was published by the National Council of Juvenile and 
Family Court Judges.⁸ This document, which has served as the basis for many 
initiatives to improve juvenile dependency court operations, includes a short 
statement on information collection:

Court staff should operate a computerized data system capable of spotting 
cases that have been seriously delayed, and capable of measuring court progress 
in case flow management. This information system should maintain statistics 
on the length of time from case filing to case closure. The system should also 
monitor the length of key steps in the litigations, such as petition to adjudica-
tion, petition to disposition, and termination of parental rights petitions to 
final written findings of fact and conclusions of law.⁹

In 1993 the federal Statewide Automated Child Welfare Information Systems 
(SACWIS) program began developing national guidelines and providing 
funding to state child welfare agencies for case management and reporting.¹⁰ 
These guidelines currently reflect the measures on foster-care placement and 
other outcomes defined in the Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA)¹¹ and 
in the Child and Family Services Reviews.¹² The development of data collec-
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tion standards and performance measures for depen-
dency courts that are coordinated with the federal 
child welfare standards has proceeded since then. In 
2004, the ABA, National Center for State Courts, 
and National Council of Juvenile and Family Court 
Judges released Building a Better Court: Measuring 
and Improving Court Performance and Judicial Work-
load in Child Abuse and Neglect Cases.¹³ This docu-
ment proposes a range of performance measures that 

are based on court operations and linked to the out-
comes defined by ASFA (see below). Also in 2004, 
the Pew Commission on Children in Foster Care 
recommended that dependency courts adopt those 
performance measures:

Every dependency court should adopt the court per-
formance measures developed by the nation’s lead-
ing legal associations and use this information to 
improve their oversight of children in foster care.¹⁴

COURT PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Source: Reprinted by permission from CTR. ON CHILDREN & THE LAW, AM. BAR ASS’N ET AL., BUILDING A BETTER COURT: MEASURING AND IMPROVING COURT 
PERFORMANCE AND JUDICIAL WORKLOAD IN CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT CASES 9–11 (David & Lucile Packard Found. 2004).

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1: SAFETY

Goal 1: Children should be safe from abuse and neglect while under court jurisdiction.

Safety Outcomes Are:
■ Children are, first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect.
■ No child should be subject to maltreatment while in placement.
■ Children are safely maintained in their homes whenever possible and appropriate.

What Courts Should Measure:
1. Percentage of children who do NOT have a subsequent petition of maltreatment filed in court after the initial 

petition is filed.
2. Percentage of children who are the subject of additional allegations of maltreatment within 12 months after the 

original petition was closed.

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2: PERMANENCY

Goal 2: Children should have permanency and stability in their living situations.

Permanency Outcomes Are:
■ Children have permanency and stability in their living situations.
■ The continuity of family relationships and connections is preserved for children.

What Courts Need to Measure:
1. Percentage of children who reach legal permanency (by reunification, guardianship, adoption, planned permanent living 

arrangement, or other legal categories that correspond with ASFA) within 6, 12, 18, and 24 months from removal. 
Specific time lines for this measure should be adapted to jurisdictional time lines.

2. Percentage of children who do not achieve permanency in the foster care system (e.g., court jurisdiction ends 
because the child reaches the age of majority). 

3. Percentage of children who re-enter foster care pursuant to court order within 12 and 24 months of being returned 
to their families.

4. Percentage of children who return to foster care pursuant to court order within 12 and 24 months of being adopted 
or placed with an individual or couple who are permanent guardians.

5. Percentage of children who are transferred among one, two, three, or more placements while under court 
jurisdiction. Where possible, this measure should distinguish placements in and out of a child’s own home from 
multiple placements in a variety of environments.

Continued on page 74
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COURT PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Continued from page 73

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 3: DUE PROCESS

Goal 3: To deal with cases impartially and thoroughly based on evidence brought before the court.

Due Process Outcomes Are:

■ Enhancement of due process by deciding cases impartially and thoroughly, based on evidence brought before  
the court.

What Courts Need to Measure:

 1. Percentage of cases in which both parents receive written service of process within the required time standards or 
where notice of hearing has been waived by parties.

 2. Percentage of cases in which there is documentation that notice is given to parties in advance of the next hearing.
 3. Percentage of cases in which the court reviews case plans within established time guidelines.
 4. Percentage of children receiving legal counsel, guardians ad litem or CASA volunteers in advance of the preliminary 

protective hearing or equivalent (Percentage within established time guidelines? Percentage within 0–5 days? 6–10 
days? More than 10 days?).

 5. Percentage of cases where counsel for parents are appointed in advance of the preliminary protective hearing or 
equivalent (Percentage within established time guidelines? Percentage within 0–5 days? 6–10 days? More than 10 days?).

 6. Percentage of cases in which legal counsel for children changes (as well as number of changes in counsel if possible).
 7. Percentage of cases where legal counsel for parents changes (as well as number of changes in counsel if possible).
 8. Percentage of cases where legal counsel for parents, children, and agencies are present at each hearing.
 9. Percentage of children for whom all hearings are heard by one judicial officer (as well as two, three or more judicial 

officers if that information is available).

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 4: TIMELINESS

Goal 4: To enhance expedition to permanency by minimizing the time from the filing of the petition 
or protective custody order to permanency.

Timeliness Outcomes Are:

■ Expedition of permanency by minimizing the time from the filing of the petition or protective custody order to 
permanency.

What Courts Need to Measure:

 1. Average or median time from filing of the original petition to adjudication. 
 2. Average or median time from filing of the original petition to disposition.
 3. Percentage of cases that are adjudicated within 30, 60, 90 days after the filing of the dependency petition.
 4. Percentage of cases that receive a disposition within 10, 30, 60 days after the dependency adjudication.
 5. Average or median time from filing of the original petition to permanent placement.
 6. Average or median time from filing of the original petition to finalized termination of parental rights.
 7. Percentage of cases for which the termination petition is filed within 3, 6, 12, 19 months after the dependency dis-

position.
 8. Percentage of cases that receive a termination order within 30, 90, 120, 180 days after the filing of the termination 

petition.
 9. Percentage of cases for which an adoption petition is filed within 1, 3, 6 months after the termination order.
 10. Percentage of cases for which the adoption is finalized within 1, 3, 6, 12 months after the adoption petition.
 11. Percentage of hearings (by hearing type) not completed within time frames set forth in statute or court rules. 

Where possible, the reason(s) for non-completion should also be captured (e.g., party requesting postponement).

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 5:  WELL-BEING 
[This measure has not yet been defined.]
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S O U R C E S  O F  I N F O R M AT I O N  O N  
C H I L D R E N  I N  D E P E N D E N C Y  

The children under the jurisdiction of the juvenile 
court are involved with many different agencies, which 
has led to the fragmentation of data and research in 
these systems. Based on reports to the AOC Judicial 
Branch Statistical Information System (JBSIS), the 
majority of courts collect information on petitions, 
hearing dates and outcomes, and other events, such 
as juvenile dependency mediation. The county child 
welfare agency maintains records and reports on the 
child’s out-of-home placements and the progress of 
the child’s case plan, while local school districts and 
mental health agencies collect specific information on 
the educational and mental health services provided 
to the child or parents. If the child has been in delin-
quency court, the county probation department or 
the California Youth Authority maintain key informa-
tion on the child. 

DATA COL L EC T ION I N T H E COU RTS

Local courts in California maintain individual case 
management systems for dependency cases, but the 
information kept by the systems varies widely and is 
often not comparable across courts. 

At the statewide level, JBSIS provides the courts 
a framework for data collection and reporting on 
dependency. Courts report aggregate statistics to 
JBSIS on measures related to the juvenile court. The 
measures include, for a given time period, counts of 
dependency filings and dispositions; numbers of chil-
dren under the courts’ supervision; the length of 
cases in broad categories of 18 months, three years, 
five years, and more than five years; and counts, by 
hearing type, of hearings, mediations, and settle-
ment conferences. JBSIS can collect information on 
some of the dependency hearing timelines: whether 
review hearings did or did not take place within 6 
months, 12 months, and 18 months, and whether 
termination-of-reunification-services hearings did or 
did not take place within 12 months. 

All the data elements in JBSIS are “snapshot,” 
or point-in-time, statistics. The statistics are drawn 

from individual court case management systems 
that vary widely in the depth of detail collected. All 
courts report total filings and dispositions to JBSIS. 
As of this writing, approximately three-quarters of 
courts are reporting some of the detailed measures 
listed above, primarily counts by hearing type, while 
fewer than 20 percent are reporting timeliness or 
other measures.¹⁵ 

Court Statistics Reports
Every year the AOC publishes the Court Statistics 
Report.¹⁶ Nationally, several organizations compile 
and reanalyze state-level data on case processing. The 
National Center for State Courts, the Conference of 
State Court Administrators, the State Justice Insti-
tute, and the Bureau of Justice Statistics participate 
in the Court Statistics Project, which has published 
several documents describing court case processing, 
including State Court Caseload Statistics¹⁷ and Exam-
ining the Work of State Courts.¹⁸ The statistics on 
dependency court reported in these publications are 
restricted to filings and dispositions.

CHIL D W E L FA R E DATA

Governmental agencies at the federal and state levels 
are mandated to collect and compile state-level data on 
child abuse, neglect, foster care, and adoption rates. 

Data Reported at the Federal Level
Federal legislation requires that state child welfare agen-
cies comply with several guidelines, called the “SAC-
WIS standards,”¹⁹ which specify comprehensive²⁰ data 
collection and compliance with the Adoption and 
Foster Care Analysis Reporting System (AFCARS)²¹ 
and the National Child Abuse and Neglect Data Sys-
tem (NCANDS).²² The requirements specify that 
agencies collect and report certain case-level data on 
a semiannual basis. The U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services’ Administration for Children and 
Families (ACF) collects the data on child maltreatment 
for NCANDS and the data on foster care and adoption 
for AFCARS. 

ACF publishes analyses of AFCARS data on its 
Web site. Its annual report, Child Welfare Outcomes, 
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is based on both AFCARS and NCANDS data.²³ 
The Children’s Bureau also publishes these data in its 
annual report, Child Maltreatment,²⁴ and the Child 
Welfare League of America organizes and disseminates 
data (including data from NCANDS and AFCARS) 
through its National Data Analysis System.²⁵

Data Reported by the State of California
The California Department of Social Services admin-
isters the state’s child welfare services and reports to 
AFCARS and NCANDS through its Child Welfare 
Services/Case Management System (CWS/CMS).²⁶ 
The system, which has been fully operational since 
the end of 1997 and meets SACWIS standards, con-
tains child-level data on the status, demographics, 
and placement history of all foster-care children in 
the state. Child welfare services in all 58 counties 
and the California Department of Social Services’ 
Adoption Program district offices enter data into 
CWS/CMS.

State Child Welfare Data Accessible 
to the Courts and the Public
A partnership between the California Department 
of Social Services and the Center for Social Services 
Research (CSSR) at the University of California at 
Berkeley has made aggregate data from the CWS/
CMS child welfare system accessible to the public 
and other agencies.²⁷ The Department of Social Ser-
vices extracts quarterly data from CWS/CMS, and 
CSSR uses the data to create cohort²⁸ files and make 
data and research highlights available on a variety 
of topics, including child abuse referrals, placement 
indicators by foster-care cohort, adoption trends, 
caseload flow, and exits from foster care per year. 
CSSR also reports the Child and Family Service 
Review performance measures for each county and 
a revised version of these measures based on cohort 
files for counties.

The data reported on the CSSR Web site is the 
most comprehensive source of information for Cali-
fornia juvenile courts on the children under their 
jurisdiction. While CSSR does not report specific 
court measures such as petition and hearing dates, it 

does provide summaries in the form of detailed base-
lines and trends on the children under dependency 
court jurisdiction. Trend tables of this data that are 
of most interest to the courts have been published 
by the CFCC in the California Juvenile Statistical 
Abstract²⁹ and made available to dependency court 
judicial officers and staff throughout the state.

The Department of Social Services releases its 
own aggregate quarterly reports of AFCARS data 
and statistics on foster care, adoptions, out-of-home 
care, and other programs.³⁰ These data are not lon-
gitudinal and do not explicitly include information 
about the court’s role in child welfare. 

Research Using Child Welfare Data
Services offered by child welfare agencies have been 
the subject of considerable research. The Chapin 
Hall Center for Children at the University of Chi-
cago has explored child welfare issues and has devel-
oped a national agenda for child abuse and neglect 
prevention. Chapin Hall also maintains the Multi-
state Foster Care Data Archive, which contains 11 
years of foster-care case history data from California, 
Illinois, Michigan, Missouri, New Jersey, and New 
York. In addition, Chapin Hall is tracking the his-
tories of over one million children who were placed 
in state-funded out-of-home care. Chapin Hall pub-
lishes analyses of many of these data.³¹

The Urban Institute has published policy analyses 
of issues such as kinship-care policies,³² child welfare 
expenditures,³³ and the role of noncustodial fathers 
in child welfare case management.³⁴ The Annie E. 
Casey Foundation sponsors initiatives and research 
in the child welfare field, including self-evaluations of 
its Family to Family Foster Care Initiatives³⁵ and pub-
lishes Kids Count,³⁶ an annual compilation of child 
well-being indicators. One study from the Bay Area 
Social Services Consortium has explored the relation-
ship between child welfare agencies and the courts.³⁷ 

Little is known about the long-term outcomes 
for children in the child welfare system, particu-
larly those who age out of the system. The U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services’ Admin-
istration for Children and Families, in conjunction 
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with the National Data Archive on Child Abuse and 
Neglect at Cornell University, is conducting the first 
nationally representative longitudinal study using 
data collected directly from parents, children, and 
social service personnel.³⁸ This study, the National 
Survey of Child and Adolescent Well-Being,³⁹ will 
follow for several years a group of children who enter 
the child welfare system to assess their behavioral 
and social status and to document the services their 
families need and are given. The Center for Social 
Services Research, using state child welfare data, has 
begun to track outcomes for emancipated foster chil-
dren by linking some administrative data from other 
state agencies.⁴⁰

Other Data
Independent-Living Services Data. California child 
welfare agencies are mandated to provide indepen-
dent living skills training to children 16 or older who 
will be aging out of the foster-care system.⁴¹ The 
U.S. General Accounting Office recently published 
an evaluation of independent living services across 
the country for which it surveyed 50 states and the 
District of Columbia about their independent living 
services and conducted a more in-depth analysis of 
programs in four states.⁴² 

Mental Health Treatment Data. The California Depart-
ment of Mental Health oversees publicly funded 
mental health treatment in the state and administers 
Medi-Cal (Medicaid) funding for mental health ser-
vices.⁴³ In its Medi-Cal Eligibility Data System, the 
department tracks the number of children who are 
eligible for Medi-Cal mental health services because 
they are disabled, are in the foster-care system, or 
are recipients of Temporary Aid to Needy Families 
(TANF). Data are also collected on children in the 
juvenile justice system who receive services in secure 
facilities. In addition, since 1998, the department 
has collected detailed data through the Children and 
Youth Performance Outcome Measurement System 
on children with serious, persistent mental illness 
who have received or will receive 60 or more days of 
publicly funded services. Courts can use the depart-

ment’s published analyses⁴⁴ to track the proportion 
of children in foster care who are receiving mental 
health services and the average mental health expen-
diture per foster-care child. 

Educational Services Data. In California, pub-
lic school districts (including schools for children 
who are wards of the court) collect various student-
level data. The districts then aggregate and report 
school-level performance indicators to the California 
Department of Education. In addition to standard-
ized test results, all schools collect data on academic 
performance, staffing, expenditures, school enroll-
ment, course enrollment, and dropout and gradu-
ation rates.⁴⁵ The department also collects detailed 
student-level data on children in special education 
programs through the California Special Education 
Management Information System.⁴⁶ The Depart-
ment of Education publishes analyses of many of 
these data, and the RAND Corporation posts many 
of them on its Web site.⁴⁷ None of these educa-
tion-related sources provides direct information on 
children in dependency.

D E F I N I N G  A  D E P E N D E N C Y  
I N F O R M AT I O N  S Y S T E M  
I N  C A L I F O R N I A

California’s 1997 Court Improvement Project Report 
included this statewide recommendation for depen-
dency courts:

Recommendation 18: F&J [Family and Juvenile 
Advisory Committee] improvement planning 
should include as a priority the development of 
data entry and reporting protocols for dependency 
actions. All juvenile courts statewide should be able 
to use automated information systems to collect 
and analyze standardized, basic information on the 
dependency caseload. The goal should be a system 
capable of timely, accurate, coordinated, and useful 
case identification, tracking, and scheduling. Such 
systems should ensure appropriate confidentiality 
of the case records and party identification.⁴⁸ 

Now that a consensus on national performance 
measures for juvenile dependency court is developing, 
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designing information systems and collecting stan-
dardized information in California are becoming more 
feasible. It is worth reviewing the advantages of con-
sistently collecting data and reporting performance 
measures on every dependency court in the state.

■ The performance measures and data required to 
produce them can provide standard measures, 
defined and collected in a standardized way by 
all courts, of cases and hearings in the state. At 
present no such measures exist, and resource allo-
cations are not directly based on these basic com-
ponents of court workload.

■ Performance measures provide a benchmark to 
measure progress. Basic guidelines for depen-
dency court were incorporated into the California 
Standards of Judicial Administration in 1997;⁴⁹ 
yet there is no system to measure courts’ progress 
in meeting these guidelines.

■ Performance measures give the dependency court 
ownership of its reporting and assessments. While 
statistical performance measures give a limited pic-
ture of a court’s or program’s effectiveness, making 
decisions on resources or technical assistance based 
on data designed and collected by the juvenile 
court for those purposes is preferable to making 
those decisions based on data collected for other 
purposes such as financial records, personnel data, 
general filings data, or data from other agencies. 

■ Performance measures alone cannot establish 
causal relationships between court action and the 
safety, permanency, and well-being of children in 
foster care. However, they can be used to assess 
the broad effects of court interventions and to 
identify areas where more-focused evaluations 
may be required.

The authors propose the following recommen-
dations for implementing performance measures in 
dependency courts based on their research and inter-
views of court professionals:

1. More nationwide research on the implementation 
of performance measures and other standardized 

data is needed. The performance measures pro-
posed by the ABA and National Center for State 
Courts have not been systematically tested in the 
courts. The publications discussed in this article 
give very little guidance on how the proposed per-
formance measures could be used by the courts 
and what modifications to the proposed measures 
might be necessary. Before implementing perfor-
mance measures on a statewide basis, California 
dependency courts must pilot the measures and 
track the experiences of other courts around the 
country that are piloting the measures.⁵⁰

2. The information collected by courts should be 
tied to standardized, statewide statistical report-
ing. As courts implement performance measures, 
JBSIS will need to be revised. Statewide statistical 
reporting should provide information on a case 
and cohort level, rather than aggregate statistics 
for all children in the dependency system.⁵¹

3. Courts should not duplicate the information col-
lection of the local department of social services. 
However, the courts must be able to link informa-
tion at the child level to the placement infor-
mation on the same child kept by the county 
department of social services. Overcoming the 
barriers to linking court and social services data is 
the key to the success of the effort to implement 
standardized information collection in the courts. 
Few court-based or AOC initiatives to link court 
and social services data for specific projects have 
resulted in agreements to share information.⁵² 

4. Courts need to carefully consider which mea-
sures should be implemented as part of a case 
management system and which are more suited 
to research studies. The overall cost of tracking 
information on every case in a management sys-
tem is usually quite high; moreover, the more 
complex the case management system the lower 
the quality of the data in it tends to be. A case 
management system may be well suited to record-
ing the events in a case, such as hearings. Other 
proposed measures, such as the percentage of 
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cases in which both parents receive written service 
of process, may be extremely resource intensive 
to capture for every hearing and may be better 
measured through small random samples of cases 
taken at periodic intervals.⁵³ 

5. Any implementation of performance measures 
must take into account the courts in less-populated 
counties. Fifty percent of dependency courts in 
California had fewer than 200 dependency filings in 
2003, and 25 percent had fewer than 50 filings.⁵⁴ 
Courts with relatively few filings experience much 
greater yearly variation in any given statistical 
indicator than do larger courts. Any system using 
performance measures to assess these individual 
courts must use statistical techniques to account 
for the volatility of indicators in small courts.

6. Performance measures should be considered 
within the context of demographic information. 
Reporting a set of consistent measures for all 58 
superior courts in California has many advan-
tages. However, the demographics and environ-
ments of the 58 counties are not comparable, so 
it is important to collect consistent data on the 
income, race or ethnicity, and language needs of 
children and families in dependency court and 
use those variables to conduct additional analy-
sis of the performance measures. Many of these 
demographic and social variables are already col-
lected through CWS/CMS.

7. Information beyond that proposed by the ABA 
needs to be collected in California’s dependency 
courts. Issues in dependency court that are not 
addressed by the proposed nationwide perfor-
mance measures but will have an impact on the 
outcomes measured include the following:

Families with multiple cases in juvenile dependency 
court and other court departments. Families with 
multiple cases can experience inefficient case 
processing, duplicate services, difficulty navi-
gating the court system, and conflicting orders. 
The experiences of these families in dependency 
court may be very different from those of other 

families and may have a significant impact on a 
court’s performance measures. The CFCC’s Uni-
fied Courts for Families Program Mentor Court 
Project is currently developing models for iden-
tifying and measuring performance outcomes for 
families with multiple cases. 

Children who are or have been involved in delin-
quency proceedings. The movement of children 
between the dependency and delinquency sys-
tems has a major impact on both the court and 
the children it supervises; however, these crossover 
cases have never been systematically identified. 
The CFCC is currently working with a group of 
courts to quantify crossover cases and evaluate 
their processing. 

Court interventions used in cases. Court interven-
tions should be identified in every case. Each 
dependency court oversees a range of interven-
tions for children and parents. Those working 
in a collaborative-court model⁵⁵ may provide a 
diverse set of interventions such as youth court, 
youth violence court, mental health court, juve-
nile drug court, family drug court, and other 
programs focused on balanced and restorative 
justice for families and children in both the delin-
quency and dependency systems. Juvenile courts 
may also oversee dependency mediation, a Court 
Appointed Special Advocate (CASA) program 
(available in more than one-half of California’s 
counties), family group conferencing, and many 
other court-connected services. These court inter-
ventions need to be systematically identified so 
that their impact on court performance measures 
and dependency outcomes can be quantified.

C O N C L U S I O N

Data collection and the use of statistical indicators are 
not deeply engrained in dependency court culture. 
However, given adequate resources, a statistical mea-
surement system can be developed in California that 
is based on the most recent national consensus, incor-
porates measures of key state initiatives in unified 
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courts for families and dependency-delinquency 
crossover cases, and adjusts for the known problems of 
performance measures, such as accurate measurement 
in small courts and the imposition of burdensome 
data collection requirements. A well-designed system 
of performance measures could give the California 
juvenile court consistent, statewide information on its 
impact on the lives of the children under its jurisdic-
tion and foster accountability to the public.
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